This analysis fills an important lacuna in comparative legislative studies by testing the veto players theory against a newly constructed data set of significant domestic policy legislation passed in the Republic of Ireland between 1949 and 2000. Distinguishing between single-party majority, coalition, and minority governments, the analysis places into sharp relief the ways in which the unique context of Irish political parties and institutional dynamics conflict with the basic tenets of the veto players framework. The results underscore the contextual constraints on applicability of the theory. 
While studies of legislative behavior have dominated analysis of institutions in the United States and many continental European countries, scarcely the same holds true for the Republic of Ireland. The scholar interested in the impact of coalition, minority, or majority governments on legislative productivity is hard pressed to locate much empirical work on the subject. Extant analyses of the Irish Dáil Éireann have focused instead on the policy positions of individual members of the legislature, or TDs (Teachtaí Dála), by assessing their speechmaking (Laver & Benoit, 2002 . Others have attempted to place the policy positions of the parties on a Left-Right scale, either by analyzing party behavior at a particular moment in time (Castles & Mair, 1984; Laver & Hunt, 1992) or by content analyzing party election manifestos across time (Budge, Klingemann, Volkens, Bara, & Tanebaum, 2001) . Lamentably, none of these promising methods has been integrated into empirical analyses with the objective of explaining the parameters of aggregate legislative output in Ireland.
Neither has the Irish case figured much more than a brief reference in cross-national legislative analysis. The exceptions are cross-sectional studies of significant labor legislation (Fukumoto, 2008; Tsebelis, 1999 ). Tsebelis's cross-sectional study of significant labor legislation from 1981 to 1991 tests his "veto players framework" and comprises six governments in the Republic. The crux of Tsebelis's (2002) elegantly articulated, formal theory is that coalition governments are less likely to produce significant legislation across time when compared to single-party majorities. As the number of coalition partners increases-and particularly as ideological diversity mounts within coalition governments-policy stability, or the inability to adapt to changing circumstances, drives down legislative output. The Irish case appears to confirm Tsebelis's (1999) assertions in the context of his broader argument: The six Dáil governments, all of which were coalitions or minority governments, produced only two significant labor bills in the 10-year span notable for political turbulence and economic turmoil.
Yet the relative dearth of legislative scholarship on Ireland calls out for greater scrutiny of Tsebelis's theoretical and empirical claims in particular. Any longitudinal study must move beyond narrow policy domains, such as labor laws, to assess the effect of government configurations on significant laws across policy areas while contextualizing the unique features of Irish governmental arrangements, party competition, and economic trends. The penultimate question for this study is how well legislative productivity in the Republic conforms to the expectations of the veto players theory.
Coalition and minority governments have been commonplace throughout the history of the Republic. There has been no single-party majority government in the Dáil since the election of 1977. Only two of seven elections from 1951 to 1973 yielded a clear single-party majority in the legislature (all Fianna Fáil). Fianna Fáil rule following the 1951 and 1965 elections was dependent on securing the support of independents. Most governments over the past half century have been two-or three-party coalitions led by Fine Gael (1973, 1981, 1982, 1994) , several Fianna Fáil minority governments (1961, 1982, 1987) , and a Fianna Fáil-Labour coalition in 1992 that collapsed 2 years later, enabling a "Rainbow Coalition" of the Left to assume control of the Dáil without precipitating an election.
Unlike many party systems in continental Europe to which the veto players theory has been applied, electoral cleavages in the Republic are less ideological. Farrell (1999) posits that it is common in the comparative literature to refer to the Irish party system as unique, reflected in the weakness of the Left, the absence of class politics, and the inherent similarity between the parties in terms of their policies and standpoints. (pp. 32-33) The two main parties, Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael, are center/center-right parties that trace their roots to the anti-and pro-Treaty forces, respectively, surrounding the establishment of the Free State and partition of the North (Ulster) in the Anglo-Irish Treaty of 1921 (Mair & Weeks, 2006; M. Martin, 2001) . Mutual dislike between Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael, not significant policy differences, is the basis for much of their interparty competition. Minor parties such as Labour and the Progressive Democrats tend to be more policy focused but are frequent coalition partners. Lutz (2003) notes that Fine Gael-Labour coalitions, for example, are an "indication of the irrelevance of policy constraints on Irish party politics" insofar as the two parties "sought coalition arrangements with each other despite not being the parties with most closely shared policy stances" (p. 42; see also Sinnott, 1995) .
This analysis fills an important lacuna in comparative legislative studies by testing the veto players framework against a newly constructed data set of significant domestic policy legislation passed in the Republic of Ireland from 1949 to 2000. Focusing on Ireland as a single-country study follows the logic of Kreppel's (1997) application of the veto players framework to legislative productivity in Italy. The empirical model developed in the study distinguishes between single-party majority, coalition, minority, and Fianna Fáil-Independent governments and focuses on parties' ideology, electoral variables, and the broader economic context as a means of uncovering the basis of differences in legislative output over time.
This research places into sharp relief the ways in which the unique context of Irish political parties and institutional dynamics conflict with the basic tenets of the veto players framework and highlights problems with its generalizability. Majority governments in Ireland are no more productive overall compared to coalition governments. The office-seeking nature of Irish political parties (Laver & Hunt, 1992) has not precluded ideologically diverse coalitions from attaining stable cabinets or even agreeing on a single electoral program (Fine Gael-Labour 1973 , 1977 . Moreover, beginning in the 1990s, the Irish electorate seemingly anticipates the impact of veto players and consciously chooses between two different sets of coalition possibilities. The result is that minor parties' agendas have frequently been co-opted by the larger coalition partner, diminishing the likelihood that minor parties will exercise their veto power. The case study illustrates the degree to which the veto players theory requires qualification and may be more applicable to party systems reflective of historical, ideological, and social cleavages that are largely absent in the Republic of Ireland.
The sections that follow sketch the theory and methodology that inform the study. The next section briefly details Tsebelis's veto players theory and discusses its empirical applications. The third section traces the methodology used to derive and analyze data on significant laws in Ireland from 1949 to 2000. The fourth section presents the results of the empirical analysis, followed by a reprise of the significance of the findings for the veto players theory and future avenues of inquiry on comparing Irish legislative politics.
Lawmaking, Institutions, and Veto Players
One of the major obstacles to the study of cross-national lawmaking is the meaningful comparison of the factors that may impact legislative productivity. Even in Western industrialized countries institutional structures vary considerably, as do the political, economic, and social contexts. Fukumoto's (2008) lament continues to ring true insofar as "existing studies do not make clear why the factors identified increase or decrease the number of laws produced by legislatures . . . nor have they been integrated under a coherent framework" (p. 2).
Tsebelis (1995, 1999, 2002 ) makes a robust case for a relatively intuitive theoretical framework that enables comparisons across presidential, semipresidential, and parliamentary systems. The focus is on the institutional actors whose assent is required to pass laws. Simply put, a veto player is "an individual or collector actor whose agreement is required for a policy decision" (Tsebelis, 1995, p. 293) . As the number of veto players increases, legislative productivity is thought to suffer due to the difficulties that inhere in institutional actors' quest to find policy consensus.
The veto players theory may be applied to presidential systems, such as the United States, as well as to semipresidential systems, such as France. Our focus is on "pure parliamentary" systems such as Westminster-style regimes and their variants (e.g., the United Kingdom, Canada, Ireland) in which the lower chamber of the legislature is predominant. In coalition situations, the assent of all partners is necessary to achieve policy outcomes. The veto players theory contends that policy accommodation in multiparty coalitions is harder to reach compared to single-party majorities. Any coalition partner may object to a bill, thereby halting legislation in its tracks.
But it is not simply just a matter of the sheer number of veto players in the system or coalition government per se that is key to the underpinnings of the veto players theory. Rather, Tsebelis (2002) contends that as the ideological distance between coalition partners in the legislature increases, policy accommodation is much harder to reach. Legislative immobilism is the putative result. For example, a coalition government comprised of a party of the center and a party or parties whose ideological positions are closer to the poles on a single Left-Right scale will have more difficulties reaching policy agreement than a two-or three-party coalition comprised of partners clustered around the center of the spectrum. The expected effect in the former example is a drop in legislative productivity as coalition partners on the more extreme ends of the poles are unable to bridge policy differences and objectives with their counterparts.
Scholars have confirmed the utility of the veto players framework in cross-national and single-country empirical studies. Kreppel (1997) analyzes legislative productivity in Italy and distinguishes between all laws and leggine, or bills with particularistic components. As the number of parties in the government increases-in other words, as the number of veto players rises-general legislative productivity falls, while the number of particularistic bills mounts, presumably to placate coalition partners' constituencies and obviate an early election when policy agreement on broad issues is unattainable. Bawn's (1999) examination of government spending in the Federal Republic of Germany similarly underscores the link between the number of parties in government and policy stability. Government spending did not change significantly when the Freie Demokratische Partei (FDP), a conservative party, entered coalition governments in the Bundestag from the 1960s to 1980s. Bawn notes that "coalition governments are less likely than single-party majority governments to change the status quo" (p. 732) because of the struggle to find common ground on policy outcomes and the imperative of maintaining the coalition. Bawn's work parallels earlier crossnational studies by Dion (1993, 1996) that show spending moderately increased under majority governments that were able to find policy agreement where coalition governments could not. The logic follows L. W. Martin's (2004) study of agenda setting in European parliaments. "Accommodative" legislation that appeals to coalition partners is more likely to be adopted in the early term of the government, whereas controversial policy matters that may engender discensus are put off to avoid premature government termination (see also Laver & Shepsle, 1996) .
The Irish Case
Long overlooked in comparative legislative studies, Ireland is a particularly promising case study to apply the veto players approach, as well as other factors, to the question of legislative productivity. Gallagher (1999) refers to the Irish system as semipresidential. Yet the weak constitutional basis of the office of the Irish president, as head of state, does not rival the Taoiseach (prime minister) as the principal political leader. The Taoiseach is among the most powerful leaders in Europe-more so under single-party government, somewhat less so under coalition government. Of the 17 governments covered in this study , only 3 have been outright single-party majorities (Fianna Fáil, 1957 , 1969 , 1977 Labour (1973 Labour ( , 1981 Labour ( , 1982 or with Labour and smaller parties (Democratic Left, 1994) .
The frequency of coalitions in Ireland raises several pivotal questions for this study. First, have the few single-party majority governments in Ireland produced more legislation than coalition or minority governments? Is there any evidence that coalition or minority governments are more frequently subject to gridlock as the veto players theory predicts? Furthermore, several Fianna Fáil governments (1951 -1954 , 1965 -1969 governed as a majority only by securing the support of independent legislators. Is there any evidence in aggregate legislative output that this coalition configuration hampered lawmaking? Second, has the economic context affected lawmaking across government types? Ireland suffered high inflation and high unemployment ("stagflation") from the mid-1970s through the 1980s, which both Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael governments were hard pressed to manage.
Data and Method
Constructing a time series of significant legislation in Ireland posed a number of obstacles in the absence of any prior longitudinal studies. We began with all laws passed in Ireland from 1949 to 2000, as reported in the Irish Statute Book, 1922 -2001 : Acts of the Oireachtas, Statutory Instruments, and Chronological Tables (2002 . 1 Laws that expired were first purged from the data set. Minor amendments, second readings, and routine and recurring bills (e.g., annual pension payments, Shannon Airport redevelopment) were then deleted. Referenda were also purged from the data set. 2 Each remaining bill was then carefully compared to party platforms in the prior election. Bills that received the attention of party platforms, either for a single-party majority or in any of the party platforms for coalition, minority, or Fianna Fáil-Independent governments, were retained. Also retained was the remainder of bills that clearly had national impacts, as measured by attention of the Irish Times news coverage. The number of significant laws ranges from 4 to 19 per year, figures that are quite comparable to David Mayhew's (1991) "sweeps" of history to array significant laws passed by the Congress in the United States.
The use of party platforms, alongside press accounts of bills with considerable national impact, enables us to arrange a data set of laws that spans regulatory, economic, and social affairs in Ireland. Examples of such laws include Irish Citizenship and Nationality (1956), coastal protection (1963) , worker participation in state enterprises (1988) , and maternity protection (1994) . Juxtaposing bills that passed with party platforms allows a straightforward test of the veto players theory in terms of legislative productivity. Parties that enter postelection coalitions must reconcile their policy priorities outlined in their manifestos. The addition of significant laws receiving considerable press attention avoids omitting important bills that emerged from economic or political exigencies not covered in the platforms with which governing parties have had to contend.
A coda is required for the dependent variable, the annual number of significant bills. Irish elections are not fixed and new governments do not take up their place on a specific date in the following year. To avoid unit of analysis problems with the independent variables in the model (i.e., "mixed governments" in a single year), the annual number of bills for election years includes the total legislative output of the government in office for the longest period of time in that year. This is consistently the government with the largest legislative record. To the degree that the previous government legislated any significant bills, those bills were subtracted from the annual total. In reality, most outgoing governments-even in cases of May or June elections-did not legislate more than a few bills-so the variable taps the output of incoming governments. A dummy variable for election years is included in the full model to control for this feature of the dependent variable.
The empirical model employed to test the factors that affect legislative productivity corrects for nonstationarity of the dependent variable. Visual examination of correlograms underscores significant autocorrelation in light of irregular peaks and valleys in legislative output. 3 These artifacts of the data render ordinary least squares (OLS) regression inappropriate for the analysis.
At this juncture a count (Poisson regression), Poisson autoregregression (PAR), autoregressive moving average (ARMA), or autoregressive conditional heteroskedasticity (ARCH) model with AR terms is appropriate. Because there is no general consensus on which model is more desirable (Cameron & Trivedi, 1998) , we follow Howell, Adler, Cameron, and Riemann's (2000) study of the U.S. Congress and choose the Poisson technique with lag terms (t -2 ) in the analysis of legislative productivity. Including the lag term in the Poisson model affords a better understanding of the "startup" costs of legislating and the cyclical effects that have theoretical value for the study. The other techniques naturally "embed" such time effects in the model output.
The independent variables in the model include the number of parties in government, government (cabinet) ideology on a Left-Right scale, the difference in ideological positions among coalition partners, dummy variables for minority and Fianna Fáil-Independent governments, preelection coalitions, election years, and measures of inflation, unemployment, and lag terms (t -2 ). The independent variables are detailed in the following.
Number of parties in government.
The veto players theory posits that as the number of parties in government increases, legislative productivity should drop. The measure utilized in this analysis is straightforward: The number of parties in government ranges from a maximum of five to a minimum of one. Taoiseach John A. Costello's first interparty coalition government was an admixture of five parties and lasted 3 years (1948-1951) . Since the 1948 election, only twice have there been more than two parties in government coalitions for the time period of this study: 1954 (Costello's second interparty government, three parties) and in 1994 when a Fine Gael-Labour-Democratic Left coalition formed to replace the Fianna Fáil government of Albert Reynolds. The more typical pattern of parties in government has included two party coalitions between Fine Gael-Labour (1973 ( , 1981 ( , November 1982 and between Fianna Fáil and the Progressive Democrats (1997, 2002) .
Weighted government ideology.
To test government alternation and whether governments to the Left or Right produce more or less legislation, government ideology estimates from Budge et al. (2001) are brought to bear in the model. The estimates are based on textual analysis of parties' and governments' statements of policy, election programs or party manifestos, and declarations in parliamentary debate before a vote of confidence or investiture. As Budge et al. explains, "It seems better to base estimates of policy on what actors themselves have said, rather than on other people's judgements of what their policy is" (pp. [2] [3] . The ideological scores are arranged on a single dimension with -100 at the extreme left of the spectrum and +100 at the extreme right. The overall ideological measure scaled by Budge et al. is used (Total Right-Left) , not specific policy areas (e.g., "planned economy," "international peace," etc.).
For single-party majorities, the ideological score is simply the Budge et al. (2001) estimate for the party in government. For coalition governments, the ideological score is "weighted" by the proportion of portfolios (ministries) each party holds in the cabinet. The term gauges how minor parties may be able to influence cabinet dynamics. Minor parties' weight of their portfolio share in a 15-to 19-member cabinet is likely to be greater than their overall seat share. For example, the Fitzgerald Fine Gael-Labour government from 1982 to 1987 had a cabinet ideology score of -1.59. The Labour Party manifesto yielded an ideological score of -40.00. The Fine Gael manifesto had an ideological score of 16.15. Labour held 6 of the 19 ministries (32%) even though the party only had 16 of 160 seats in the Dáil (9.6%). Fine Gael held 13 of 19 portfolios (68%) and 70 seats (42.9%) in the legislature. In cabinet, Labour ostensibly had the opportunity to pull the Fine Gael plurality well to the left of that party's center of gravity. In this example, the weighted government ideology score is [(16.15 × .68 ) + (-40.00 × .32)] = -1.59.
What is remarkable in the Irish case is the ideological convergence of the four main parties in the past several decades according to the data arrayed by Budge et al. (2001) . Since elections in the mid-1980s, no more than 30 absolute points on the Left-Right scale have divided the four main partiesFianna Fáil, Fine Gael, Labour, and the Progressive Democrats. The quest to rein in high unemployment and inflation in the 1980s, followed by a robust economy in the 1990s, pushed not only the two parties' platforms but also Labour and the Progressive Democrats toward moderation.
Coalition difference. The veto players theory predicts that as the ideological distance between coalition partners increases, legislative productivity diminishes. The model includes the absolute ideological distance between the most "extreme" members of coalition governments using the estimators derived by Budge et al. (2001) . For example, the Reynolds government (1992) was a two-party coalition comprised of Fianna Fáil (ideological score = -3.41) and Labour (ideological score = -14.60), for a coalition difference of 11.19. Coalition difference is 0 for single-party majorities, minority governments, Fianna Fáil governments that depended on independent legislators, and the single case of a successful preelection coalition based on an interparty platform (Fine Gael-Labour, 1973 -1977 .
Minority governments. A dummy variable is included for each year that minority governments were in office (1 = minority government, 0 otherwise) to test whether, ceteris paribus, minority governments produce fewer bills relative to coalition or single-party majority governments. The variable gauges the de Valera government (1951) (1952) (1953) (1954) and the Haughey government of [1987] [1988] [1989] . Because the first Haughey minority government legislated no significant bills in its brief duration from February to November 1982 and the Fine Gael-Labour coalition of Garrett FitzGerald did, 1982 is not coded as a minority government. This is the single case since 1922 when the Republic has had an election twice in the same year.
Fianna Fáil-Independent governments. The classification of two governments-that of Eamon de Valera (1951 -1954 and Seán Lemass (1965 Lemass ( -1969 -is problematic insofar as Fianna Fáil did not attain an absolute majority of seats in the Dáil following the election. de Valera was able to form a majority government with the support of six independent TDs, who would later rescind their support and precipitate an election in 1954. Fianna Fáil gained 2 seats in the 1965 election but held exactly 50% of the seats in the Dáil-72 of 144. It was only with the support of LongfordWestmeath independent TD Joseph Sheridan that Lemass attained a razor-thin majority (Keogh, 1994) . Elgie (1999) correctly contends that "these were both single-party Fianna Fáil administrations which capitalised on the lack of cohesion amongst the opposition parties in order to remain in office" (p. 244). Fine Gael and Labour had eschewed coalitions in the 1950s and 1960s, and the opposition remained unorganized.
Unfortunately, there is no scholarly consensus on how to classify either government. Chubb (1970) describes de Valera's government as "single party government without [a] majority of own supporters" (p. 163) but types Lemass's a single-party government with a majority. By contrast, Debus (2007) classifies both as minority governments. Regardless, these two exceptional forms of "majority" government differ substantively from the absolute majorities enjoyed by de Valera (1957 de Valera ( -1961 and Lynch (1969 Lynch ( -1973 Lynch ( , 1977 Lynch ( -1981 . The difficulty is that the ideology of independent legislators cannot be measured by the Budge et al. (2001) data. Independent legislators do not offer an election manifesto that may be content analyzed. Still, it is clear that they were key veto players in both the de Valera and Lemass governments. A dummy variable for the two Fianna Fáil governments is a proxy to measure how additional "veto players" may have affected aggregate productivity during the legislative sessions. For both governments, some level of caution was warranted by the cabinet in avoiding controversial legislation that might galvanize policy discord. It is therefore reasonable to expect these two governments to have lower legislative output.
Preelection coalition. Taoiseach Liam Cosgrave's "National Coalition" government from 1973 to 1977 is controlled for by a dummy variable (1 = 1973-1977 , 0 otherwise) to test whether this unique case of a preelection platform agreement yielded greater legislative output compared to other government types.
Election year. To control for governments in office for less than a full year due to elections, a dummy variable for election years is included in the model (1 = election year, 0 otherwise). It is reasonable to expect that the relationship between new governments and legislative output is negative, as agenda priorities must be set and bills must necessarily wind their way through committee and floor processes.
Inflation. The annual percentage change in inflation is brought to bear in the model to gauge the broader economic context on government lawmaking. High inflation should lower legislative output as governments seek to scale back government spending on new programs. Inflation remained relatively low from the 1940s through the mid-1970s, followed by double-digit yearly increases through the late 1980s. Time-series data for inflation are not available from the Irish Central Statistics Office (CSO) prior to 1971. Data on inflation were taken from Penn World Tables. Inflation is measured as the purchasing power parity over gross domestic product divided by the U.S. exchange rate.
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Unemployment. The percentage annual unemployment is also integrated into the model to test economic conditions on legislative output. A reasonable expectation is that governments will undertake new programs to offset joblessness and mitigate its social impacts. Annual unemployment figures for the 1950s and 1960s were calculated by the authors using the number of workers reported on monthly "Live Registers" by the CSO divided by census data on the number of eligible workers. For the 1970s on, data are those annual percentages reported by the CSO.
Lag terms.
As noted earlier, a lag term (t -2 ) is included in the Poisson model. The data range from 4 to 19 laws. The general lag term gauges the relative startup costs in legislating, while an interaction term for singleparty majorities is included to measure differences in impact between different government configurations.
Results
Descriptive data on legislative output by single-party majority, coalition, minority, and Fianna Fáil-Independent governments show little difference. Using government type as the unit of analysis vis-à-vis the number of significant bills passed places the results of the empirical model (presented in the following) into sharper perspective and provides a useful benchmark against which to assess the model's findings. Figure 1 shows average annual legislative productivity for single-party majority, coalition, minority, and Fianna Fáil-Independent governments from 1949 to 2000, denoted by the Taoiseach. The total of the bills passed by each government was divided by the years and months it was in office in order to obtain a standard measure.
The graphic underscores that single-party majorities have not, on average, been any more productive than coalition governments-in fact, just the opposite is true. Single-party majorities have produced about 9 bills per year, whereas coalition governments have legislated approximately 13. Minority governments are only slightly less productive overall with an annual average of 8. Taoiseach Charles Haughey's brief minority government produced no significant bills in 1981, whereas Seán Lemass's minority government (1961) (1962) (1963) (1964) (1965) averaged just over 10 laws. Fianna Fáil-Independent majorities passed about as many bills as absolute majorities. In three of four cases the high standard deviations accentuate significant variability within each type of government configuration. 6 The results of the Poisson regression presented in Table 1 furnish considerable insight into the basis of that variability when analytical perspective is shifted to the number of annual bills passed as the unit of analysis. The summary statistics reported, including the maximum likelihood R 2 , show a reasonably good "fit" of the data compared to the "null model."
7 Of the 11 variables in the model, 7 attain statistical significance at p < .10 or better. The "mean" (or "marginal") effect of the explanatory variables is reported to assess their substantive significance on lawmaking. The mean effect is calculated by taking the difference of the expected count of annual laws for the variable of interest at its minimum and maximum values while holding all other variables at their mean or "natural" values (Long & Freese, 2003) . This method provides a basis to assess the relative impact of each independent variable on legislative output compared to the others.
The results of the analysis of lawmaking in the Republic are largely at variance with the predictions of the veto players theory. The variable for the number of parties in government is signed positively, indicating that more parties in government actually boosts legislative productivity. Governments situated slightly to the right of the ideological spectrum have had somewhat higher output. This has included both Fianna Fáil-and Fianna Gael-led governments. The qualification is that the most ideologically diverse cabinets under coalition conditions have legislated at slightly lower levels-but ceteris paribus, the model predicts that even they manage to legislate at levels equivalent to single-party majorities. Minority and Fianna Fáil-Independent governments have slightly lower output rates. As expected, new governments legislate slightly fewer bills in their first year in office. In addition, the lag terms show startup costs are higher for all types of governments except single-party majorities. The variables for economic context are signed in the correct direction but do not attain statistical significance. Let us now examine each of the variables in greater detail.
The Irish case clashes with the veto players theory relative to an expected downturn in legislative output for multiparty coalitions, per se. The mean effect for parties in government of about 12 bills is the largest in the model, with the caveat that the large standard error yields a wider confidence interval (p = .12). As the number of parties in government increases from one to two, the model predicts that annual productivity mounts by approximately 2 per year. Both Fine Gael-Labour (1981 , 1982 ) and Fianna Fáil-Progressive Democrat (1989 coalitions have been able to find ample agenda consensus following elections. Moving from a single-party majority to a three-party coalition (Bruton's Fine Gael-Labour-Democratic Left government, 1994 Left government, -1997 increases the forecasted annual number of significant bills by approximately 5. Avoiding premature government termination has entailed brokering mutual support in platforms, and coalition governments have seemingly had little difficulty.
Increased legislative productivity by multiparty governments is however offset by the ideological distance between coalition partners. In the most extreme example noted by the mean effect in the model-the Fine GaelLabour coalition following the November 1982 election-the two parties' ideological positions were just over 56 points apart. The model forecasts a decrease expected output by approximately four bills. Other examples include Costello's second interparty coalition (1954) (1955) (1956) (1957) , in which Labour was nearly 40 points to the left of Fine Gael, and the "Rainbow Coalition" of Fine Gael-Labour-Democratic Left (1994 in which the Democratic Left Party was 36 points à gauche from Fine Gael. The model predicts that legislative productivity dropped by about three bills in these latter two cases on the basis of ideological variation in the coalition.
But taking the variables for parties in government and ideological difference together, the substantive results are clearly at odds with the suppositions of the veto players theory. Only in the most "extreme" cases of diversity among coalition partners does ideological difference decrease legislative productivity-but only down to slightly less than the level expected for single-party majorities. The dire predictions of the veto players theory do not hold. Ceteris paribus, the model predicts that the Fine Gael-Labour coalition from 1982-1987, based on the most acute coalition difference of 56 and a two-party coalition, would legislate about eight laws per year. The corresponding expected count for a single-party majority is just about nine laws per annum.
Most coalition governments in Ireland have faced far less ideological difference among their partners. Moderate multiparty coalitions-the general norm for the Republic in recent decades-show little difference in output compared to single-party majorities. Haughey's Fianna Fáil-Progressive Democratic government of 1989-1992 had a coalition distance of 5.5, Reynolds's Fianna Fáil-Labour coalition of 1992-1994 sustained a distance of 11.9, and Ahern's Fianna Fáil-Progressive Democrat coalition of 1997-2002 had a difference of 14.8. The model predicts that these governments averaged about 11 bills per year. The Reynolds and Ahern governments' actual output was even higher than the model predicts. In sum, the model underscores that there is little evidence that ideological diversity between coalition partners, per se, has hampered lawmaking in the Republic.
The finding is all the more noteworthy when one considers the weight of political scandals that bore down on coalition governments in the late 1980s and 1990s. Numerous scandals have threatened the viability of interparty coalitions, from questions about Charles Haughey's financial dealings in the 1980s (O'Connor, 1999) to the spectacular Beef Industry Tribunal of the Reynolds government (1992) (1993) (1994) and Taoiseach Bertie Ahern's intervention in judicial affairs (the Sheedy Case in 1998). In the latter two cases it was Fianna Fáil's coalition partner, Labour and the Progressive Democrats, respectively, who called the Taoiseach to account (see Coghlan, 1994; Tynan, 1999a Tynan, , 1999b . For Reynolds the scandal brought down his government, which was replaced by a three-party coalition of Fine GaelLabour-Democratic Left in a relatively painless shift of coalition arrangements that precluded calling an early election. The lawmaking process forged on with impressive results.
The Twenty-Seventh Dáil (1992 , split as it was between the Reynolds and Bruton governments, is instructive in terms of the ability of vastly different coalition arrangements to yield steady legislative output. Just over a year into its term, the Reynolds government was described by the Irish Times as "one of the most productive legislative periods on record," although the coalition was forced to limit debate and pass bills on social policy (condoms legislation, prostitution) via extraordinary methods such as the guillotine (Coghlan, 1993a) . Even as the weight of the ominous Beef Tribunal report hung over the Fianna Fáil-Labour coalition, the Dáil continued to work on bills spanning economics (the National Plan) to a rescue package for the Irish national carrier Aer Lingus (Coghlan, 1993b) . Early concerns that a premature collapse of the coalition would halt important bills in their tracks, such as the ratification of the Maastricht Treat, proved false (Carroll, 1992) . Enmity between Taoiseach Albert Reynolds (Fianna Fáil) and Tánaiste 8 Dick Spring (Labour) ultimately led to the collapse of the coalition in late 1994 over Reynolds's reaction to the Tribunal report (see Coghlan, 1994) .
The reconstituted Fine Gael-Labour-Democratic Left government under Taoiseach John Bruton (Fine Gael) picked up the legislative pace where the previous coalition had left it. In the new coalition's first year, important legislation including ethics reforms and abortion was passed by the "partnership" government, and social spending increased on the heels of a prosperous economy (Coghlan, 1995) . Fine Gael, in opposition for nearly a decade, was particularly eager to claim credit for the government's accomplishments. Spring lauded his nationalist credentials and played an important role in the Northern Ireland Peace Process. Furthermore, Labour won the coveted Ministry of Finance for TD Ruari Quinn and prided itself on showing the party could engage in sound economic management. The government used the same guillotine procedures as Reynolds's coalition to pass a host of bills leading up to the 1997 election, including legislation on witnesses in judicial proceedings and employment equality (Kennedy, 1997) . When the Twenty-Seventh Dáil was dissolved in May 1997, one veteran political observer noted that the combined efforts of the two governments provided "more legislation and better legislation than any other parliament" in recent memory ("Jitters Dissolved," 1997) .
If coalition governments in the Republic have been relatively successful in avoiding legislative gridlock compared to Fianna Fáil majorities, minority governments are somewhat less productive. The model in Table 1 shows that on average, Fianna Fáil minority governments have legislated approximately four fewer bills per year. The reason is straightforward: Minority governments face the highest transaction costs. They are forced to keep controversial elements of their agenda off the table for fear that they lose the confidence of the legislature (Strøm, 1990) .
The mean effect in the model is largely due to the Haughey minority government from 1987 to 1989. Legislative productivity in Séan Lemass's minority government (1961) (1962) (1963) (1964) was on par with single-party majority and coalition governments and focused on economic modernization. The policy strategy of Haughey's minority government from 1987 to 1989 is consistent with the thesis of mounting transaction costs and political uncertainty that typically beset minority governments, albeit with a strategic twist. With the backing of independent TDs, Haughey formed a minority government due to the disarray of the other parties, and Fine Gael's declared position it would not seek to bring down the government over economic policy judged to be in the national interest-the so-called Tallaght strategy enunciated by leader Alan Dukes (Ford, 1987; "Mr Haughey Loses His Touch," 1989) . Once in office, Fianna Fáil, despite its election promises, set a course to limit public expenditures, curb outlays, and cut government jobs.
Still, the constraints of minority governance undoubtedly weighed on Haughey's room to maneuver, as evidenced by occasional, unexpected defeats on its economic austerity program (Cooney, 1988) . By 1989, Haughey claimed that his government was under eminent threat of defeat, which in his view could lead to "serious uncertainty and inconsistency of policy." In the opinion of many observers, his decision to seek an early election in June of that year however was more about the threat to his personal power than any peril to the continuation of policies to which the opposition did not overtly object ("Mr Haughey Loses His Touch," 1989).
The two Fianna Fáil-Independent governments (de Valera, 1951 -1954 and Lemass 1965 -1969 ) also legislated at levels equivalent to Haughey's minority government (mean effect = -3.76). The data suggest that this government configuration entailed some of the same constraints faced by minority governments. But part of the explanation is also contextual.
In the case of de Valera, the policy goals of the government were circumscribed. As Fitzgibbon (1973) notes, de Valera's view was that the first task of the new government was to halt rapid inflation and revert to conservative economic policies. The effect was to limit legislative output, though new health care legislation was among the most important bills to pass.
Seán Lemass was unable to pursue a second round of economic modernization legislation to follow the First Programme for Economic Expansion he attempted to implement in his prior minority government (1961) (1962) (1963) (1964) . Industrial unrest in particular distracted government business (see Keogh, 1994, chapter 7) . Lemass retired in 1966, and a leadership struggle developed in Fianna Fáil. Jack Lynch was ultimately victorious and subsequently became Taoiseach. Nonetheless, the situation in Northern Ireland, which would escalate in violence by the close of the decade and beyond, consumed much government business (see J. A. Murphy, 1975) .
The variable for ideology in Table 1 shows that governments situated to the right of the Budge et al. (2001) scale have been somewhat more productive. Holding all other factors constant, the mean effect forecasts that the more conservative government of Jack Lynch (Fianna Fáil, 1969 -1973 produced an additional four to five laws over the extreme government farthest to the left in the data set, Cosgrave's "National Coalition." In the last 2 years of the Lynch government, the number of laws passed essentially doubled over the first 2 years, and economics dominated the agenda. Also notable are the second de Valera government (1957) (1958) (1959) (1960) (1961) and the Lemass minority government (1961) (1962) (1963) (1964) , both of which were 30 or more points to the right of the scale. The results are largely due to successive governments' efforts to modernize the Irish economy-decisions that were taken in earnest beginning in the 1950s and 1960s. These include laws dealing with public finances, industrial and agricultural policy, and education.
It is incorrect however to overlook the policy contributions of governments of the Left, particularly in the social realm. The variable for the unique case of a preelection coalition in Ireland-Cosgrave's National Coalition between Fine Gael and Labour-is not statistically significant. But the National Coalition between Fine Gael and Labour marked a watershed development in electoral politics in the Republic (Debus, 2007) . For the first time, parties in opposition to Fianna Fáil joined together to agree upon a single election program.
Cosgrave's government contributed to the passage of considerable social legislation.
Fine Gael and Labour produced "a short, solid and attractive manifesto which let the electorate know just what they would do if elected to government" (S. Collins, 1996, p. 127) . The laundry list of legislation produced by Cosgrave's coalition is impressive. Bills ranged from taxation issues to equal pay, natural resources management (oil and gas), and participation in the European Economic Community. The coalition also removed the value-added tax from food, reformed elements of the health system, reduced the age for pensions, and added significant funds to social welfare programs (Harvey, 1978) . Thus, while legislative productivity in Cosgrave's coalition differed little from single-party majorities, the policies that were passed were as significant in the social realm as the economic planning undertaken by the de Valera and Lemass governments in the late 1950s and early 1960s.
Economic factors in the model-unemployment and inflation-are signed in the correct direction per theoretical expectations but do not reach statistical significance. One reason may be the way that the model measures output. Many matters of fiscal policy are handled in the annual budget and do not always require separate legislation. Another explanation may be that economic effects are "embedded" in the data and output per se cannot capture the effect. The Fine Gael-Labour coalition under Garett FitzGerald passed more significant bills in 1986-a total of 12-than any government since 1976. Many of those bills dealt with transportation, urban, and fiscal policy in a period of extreme inflationary pressures and double-digit unemployment. Moreover, the economic context of the "Celtic Tiger" for Ahern's first government may be partially responsible for an upturn of lawmaking in the late 1990s as the Dáil turned its attention increasingly to regulatory and European Union matters, which is discussed momentarily.
As expected, new governments in their first year are somewhat less productive overall. Table 1 shows that first-year governments legislate, on average, between one and two fewer laws. The longer governments are able to stay in office, the greater their legislative record. The lag term (t -2 ) shows that governments are generally most productive beginning in their third year-the relative midpoint for a standard 5-year term in office. Legislative productivity mounts by approximately four laws from the third year forward for a new government. The effect substantiates the startup costs for governments as well as the need to create a positive record on which to run for reelection.
When the lag term is interacted by government type, the data clarify a somewhat more complex and noteworthy impact of "time" and partisan configuration. The mean effect for the interaction term for the lag (t -2 ) and single-majority governments shows a negative relationship between time and majority governments (mean effect = -4.85). In other words, singleparty majorities erase the startup costs that inhere in other government types. Although there is little difference in the ability of coalition and single-party majority governments to produce significant laws overall, coalitions, minority, and other government configurations (Fianna Fáil-Independent) do face higher transaction costs. Reconciliation of interparty platforms and agenda objectives translates into a slower legislative start. Majority governments are better able to legislative their policy programs more rapidly at the beginning of their terms.
Conclusions
This empirical analysis has shown the ways in which legislative productivity in the Republic of Ireland conflicts with essential tenets of the veto players theory. There is little difference in the ability of single-party majority or coalition governments to produce significant legislation in the Republic, though the timing of legislative output may differ somewhat. At a minimum, this research underscores the perils of drawing incorrect conclusions about systemic output using cross-sectional data with limited observations based on specific subsets of legislation, such as labor laws.
More importantly, this study accentuates the need to contextualize the electoral and partisan/institutional setting in individual countries when attempting to apply the veto players framework. Policy divides in the two major "catch-all" parties in Ireland are inconsiderable. Minor parties, including Labour and the Progressive Democrats, have not exercised the blunt weapon of veto politics to bring down governments. Instead, they have used their position in cabinets, however slight or large their representation, to pursue their policy agenda with some success.
The example of Ireland emphasizes that "the simplifying framework" of the veto players theory has significant liabilities as it "comes at the cost of losing some of the nuances of political life" (Steunenberg, 2004, p. 536) . The Irish case suggests several shortcomings of the theory in terms of both the policy calculations of institutional actors and the electorate's expectations of their institutional behavior.
First, the theory assumes that policy concerns trump all other considerations by veto players, including electoral calculations by legislators or the electorate. The framework presupposes that veto players will consistently utilize their power across institutional settings. However, veto players may not care equally about each policy dimension, and contrary to the theory's precepts, preferences may indeed be separable across dimensions, which may allay interparty conflict. Moreover, the theory does not make room for the possibility, as Michael Munger (2004) notes, that power may be better defined as "changing the outcome from what it would be without agenda control" (p. 298), not simply as having the same preferences as other actors.
The contemporary era of Fianna Fáil coalition government is a case in point. Fianna Fáil's junior coalition partners, the Progressive Democrats and the Greens, have held a relatively small number of cabinet portfolios since 1989. But each has been able to alter the legislative agenda in substantive terms. And none of the veto players has chosen to exercise the veto power as Tsebelis's framework contemplates. Cabinet stability has prevailed, but policy stability has not.
The Haughey government (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) was more than willing to compromise with its junior coalition partner, the Progressive Democrats. Haughey's desire to continue as Taoiseach and cement cabinet stability demonstrated the degree to which the Fianna Fáil plurality was not willing to veto the Progressive Democrats's agenda priorities, which did not necessarily conflict with Haughey's pursuit of budget austerity. Connolly and O'Halpin (1999) note that the Progressive Democrats (PDs): discovered that, having forced Fianna Fáil into coalition, they could exert considerable leverage and were able to push through action on taxation and other issues close to their hearts; they found that the Taoiseach took the threat of PD withdrawal from government so seriously that he was willing to antagonize his own party in order to maintain the coalition. The PDs won major concessions on a succession of issues. (p. 251)
The current government of Brian Cowan (2008-present) provides another example. In its coalition with the Progressive Democrats and the Green Party, Fianna Fáil has allowed the Greens to progress with their push for "civil partnership" legislation despite many TDs' reservations. Moreover, Fianna Fáil has co-opted and accepted elements of the Green agenda on the environment, rather than veto that agenda, because the proposals have proven electorally popular. Acceptance of the Green agenda has not precluded the current Taoiseach from pursuing other policies that Fianna Fáil prioritizes, including European Union affairs (P. Slyne, personal communication, July 25, 2008). 9 Second, electoral calculations may influence institutional behavior among coalition partners far more than the veto players theory supposes. The framework does not allow for the possibility that the electorate may anticipate the actions of potential veto players and vote accordingly to achieve some type of partisan or policy balancing (Shvetsova, 2003) . Indeed, this is the case in the present era of coalition government in Ireland since the late 1980s. It has become clear that no single party can win a majority in the Dáil: Voters face an implicit choice between some set of coalition partners. One TD, Caoimhghin O. Caolain (Sinn Féin, Cavan Monaghan), described the 1997 election as a "choice between two sets of [presumptive] coalition partners with virtually identical social and economic policies" ("What the Independent TDs Said," 1997). The parties have acknowledged that fact, even if they have not gone so far as to agree on single, preelection platforms as Fine Gael and Labour did in 1973 and 1977. Yet, " to ensure that the respective combination of parties wins the majority of seats," Marc Debus (2007) posits, "both parties (i.e., Fianna Fáil and Fine Gael) advised their voters to give their second and/or third preference votes to the desired coalition partner" (p. 36). For Fianna Fáil this was the Progressive Democrats in the 1997 and 2002 elections. Voters appear willing to use the single transferable vote (STV) system in the Republic in the way that American voters often seem to prefer divided partisan control of the presidency and Congress to achieve policy balance. The arguments about divided partisan control and gridlock in the United States aside, this study has shown that legislative immobilism has not been the rule in Ireland under a variety of governmental configurations.
The results of this counterfactual case study of Ireland suggest the limits of generalizability of the veto players theory and the need to examine legislative dynamics in single countries in greater depth before drawing conclusions. As such, this research has contributed to a refinement of the applicability of the theory. We do not call for jettisoning the veto players framework in a wholesale fashion. Rather, the framework may be most germane to systems with high degrees of partisan, ideological, and social cleavages that translate into institutional conflict rather than consensus.
There are several reasons to suspect that the Irish case may not be unique. To the degree that other systems have engaged, as Ireland has, in internally reforming, streamlining, and professionalizing the lawmaking process (M. C. Murphy, 2006) and borrowed from concepts of "social partnership" (Hardiman, 2004; King, 1986) to reach macro-political bargaining agreements, such developments may contribute to a lessening of the policy divides in coalition governments. Furthermore, the Dáil, like its counterparts elsewhere in the European Union (EU), has had to spend increasing time implementing European Union directives, complying with EU court decisions, and even revising election laws for EU parliamentary elections. The present government of Brian Cowan is looking two legislative sessions ahead at EU directives in the pipeline to engender consensus and develop a positive "scorecard" on EU affairs (P. Slyne, personal communication, July 25, 2008) . As elsewhere, issues surrounding Ireland's membership in the EU are by no means without controversy and conflict. But the question is more how to comply rather than whether to comply given the EU's extraordinary impact on economic progress in Ireland. This reality moves the potential debate to questions of means, not ends across the spectrum of parties.
Paying closer attention to similar dynamics in other EU countries in particular may help to further distill the relative contexts under which the veto players theory is applicable, in general or on specific policy issues. This research has contributed to the debate by attempting to situate Irish parliamentary practices and legislative outcomes within a broad, if relatively intuitive comparative theoretical framework that has gained considerable currency. Future inquiries would do well to consider juxtaposing the applicability of the veto players framework in Ireland with both economically advanced and developing nations in the study of the nexus between legislative politics, institutional reform, and macro-level influences on policy outputs.
7. The maximum likelihood R 2 uses a "null model" of the maximum likelihood to assess goodness of fit and range between 0 and 1. However, as Hoffman (2004) notes, there is no consensus on interpretation of these measures as neither is directly comparable to R 2 values in ordinary least squares regression.
8. Tánaiste is Irish for deputy prime minister. 9. Pádraig Slyne is assistant to Chief Whip of the Cowan government, Mr. Pat Carey.
